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What Would Happen if Over-the-Counter Antibiotics
Were Banned in Swine Rations?
Editor’s note: This executive summary
from the CARD Staff Report, “The
Economic Impact of a Ban on the Use
of Over-the-Counter Antibiotics in U.S.
Swine Rations,” introduces research
on the likely effects of a ban on
antibiotics in livestock feed. The
report, #99-SR 90, is available online
at www.card.iastate.edu.
A ban on over-the-counter feedantibiotics was implementedin Sweden in 1986. Similar bans
were enacted in Norway in 1992, in
Finland in 1996 (for grower-finishing
hogs), in Denmark in 1998, and in
Poland and Switzerland in 1999. In a
study we conducted in 1999, we
explored what would happen if a ban
on the use of over-the-counter antibi-
otics in swine rations were to be
implemented in the United States.
Specifically, our purpose was to
estimate the likely economic effects of
such a ban on the U.S. pork industry
and pork market.
Why has the use of antibiotics in
livestock feeds come under scrutiny
here and abroad?  The concern,
raised by scientists and the general
public is whether antibiotic resis-
tance developed in food animals
might be transferred to humans.
The literature suggests a ten-
dency for scientists in Europe to
favor a ban and for scientists in the
United States to oppose such a
measure. However, there are also
strongly opposing opinions on both
sides of the Atlantic, which demon-
strates a continued intense debate
about the antibiotics issue. Current
European Union (EU) regulations
state that antimicrobials used in
either human or in veterinary
therapeutic medicine are prohibited
from use as feed-additive growth
promoters in livestock.
In the United States, antibiotic
drugs are currently used in 90 per-
cent of starter feeds, 75 percent of
grower feeds, more than 50 percent of
finishing feeds, and at least 20
percent of sow feeds, according to
the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s
Animal and Plant Health Inspection
Service (USDA/APHIS). A ban on the
use of feed-grade antibiotics would
lead to changes in processes and
practices in the production of pork,
and hence is likely to have an eco-
nomic impact on the U.S. pork
industry and pork market. On aver-
age, the cost of feed-grade antibiotic
use for all animal producers has been
estimated to be about 3.75 percent of
total ration costs, or about 50 percent
of the value of the compounds to
animal producers.
To anticipate the potential effect
of a ban on antibiotics in feed on U.S.
pork production, our study uses a
set of technical impacts that are
based in large part on a historical
analysis of how the ban in Sweden
affected the Swedish pork industry.
The economic model upon which the
results are based incorporates both
biological and economic processes
that govern production and con-
sumption. The processes include:
•binding biological limits (e.g.,
weight gain rates, length of
gestation),
•lags of variables to capture time
periods required in production,
and accounting identities to
ensure consistency in the stock
(e.g., animal inventory), and
•flow variables (e.g., number of
animals slaughtered, pig crop,
and mortality).
The model also includes techni-
cal parameters such as feed effi-
ciency, weight and weight gain,
mortality, and sow efficiency. Eco-
nomic data include information on
fixed costs (buildings), veterinary
costs, and any new investments
required for buildings.
The analysis of the impacts of a
ban on feed-grade antibiotics was
conducted by comparing the results
obtained using baseline values and
assumptions to results obtained by
using assumptions about the
changes that would be required to
raise hogs under conditions implied
by the ban. Technological changes
are introduced by respecifying some
of the biological and technical
parameters of the model to reflect
changes in the new production
technology. Simulations were con-
ducted by using the revised techni-
cal parameters in the model. To
account for increased weight vari-
ability due to the ban, alternative
distributions of weights were charac-
terized and then applied to a price
grid with penalties for “sort loss.”
Based on information that we
gathered during a visit to Sweden
and Denmark, and from other
sources, the technical assumptions
for the most-likely case scenario
(one of three cases studied) are
summarized as follows: age at
weaning would increase by one
week; days from weaning to reach 25
kg would increase by 5 days; feed
efficiency (from 50 pounds to 250
pounds) would decrease by 1.5
percent; piglet mortality would
increase 1.5 percentage points;
mortality at the fattening-finish stage
would increase by 0.49 percent;
piglets per sow per year would
decrease by 4.82 percent and veteri-
nary and therapeutic costs per pig
(net of costs for feed grade antibiot-
ics) would increase by $.25.
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